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tions but that are part of flows that are affected by the modi-
fications and performing a security analysis on the program.
The security analysis includes tracking flows emanating from
the selected data flow seeds to sinks terminating the flows.
The method includes outputting results of the security analy-
sis. The results comprise one or more indications of security
status for one or more of the flows emanating from the
selected data flow seeds. At least the deriving, selecting, and
performing are performed using a static analysis of the pro-
gram. Apparatus and program products are also disclosed.
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1
PROGRESSIVE STATIC SECURITY
ANALYSIS

CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED
APPLICATIONS

This patent application is a continuation of U.S. patent
application Ser. No. 13/896,761, filed on May 17, 2013,
which is incorporated herein by reference in its entirety to
provide continuity of disclosure.

BACKGROUND

This invention relates generally to analysis of program
code and, more specifically, relates to static analysis of pro-
gram code.

This section is intended to provide a background or context
to the invention disclosed below. The description herein may
include concepts that could be pursued, but are not necessar-
ily ones that have been previously conceived, implemented or
described. Therefore, unless otherwise explicitly indicated
herein, what is described in this section is not prior art to the
description in this application and is not admitted to be prior
art by inclusion in this section.

Static analysis is an analysis that involves examining the
code of programs such as Web programs without executing
the code of the program. Some type of model is (or, more
typically, models are) created of the code of the program, to
estimate what would happen when the code actually is
executed.

Static security analysis generally takes the form of taint
analysis, where the analysis may be parameterized by a set of
security rules, each rule being a triple <Src,San,Snk> denot-
ing the following:

1) source statements (Src) reading untrusted user inputs;

2) downgrader statements (San) endorsing untrusted data
by either endorsing or sanitizing the untrusted data; and

3) sink statements (Snk) performing security-sensitive
operations.

There are a number of techniques for analyzing taint flow
from sources to sinks. These techniques also consider
whether flow passed through a downgrader (also called an
endorser or sanitizer for endorsement or sanitization, respec-
tively) that performs downgrading of the taint. One set of
techniques includes graphs such as call graphs. Call graphs
are directed graphs that represent calling relationships
between methods in a computer program.

Using such techniques, given security rule r, a flow from a
source in Src, to a sink in Snk, that does not pass through a
downgrader from San, comprises a potential vulnerability.

One of the biggest advantages of static security analysis,
compared to black-box security testing, is that static security
analysis can become an integral part of the development
process: The analysis can be run on a system that is not in a
deployable state (e.g., because of missing code, errors, or
inability to run the system on the given hardware resources),
and also runs significantly faster than a black-box scan and
without the need to configure the analysis.

Although static security analysis has many benefits, the
analysis may still be improved.

BRIEF SUMMARY

The following summary is merely intended to be exem-
plary. The summary is not intended to limit the scope of the
claims.
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A disclosed method includes determining modifications
have been made to a program and deriving data flow seeds that
are affected by the modifications. The method includes
selecting one of the data flow seeds that are affected by the
modifications or data flow seeds that are not affected by the
modifications but that are part of flows that are affected by the
modifications and performing a security analysis on the pro-
gram. The security analysis includes tracking flows emanat-
ing from the selected data flow seeds to sinks terminating the
flows. The method includes outputting results of the security
analysis. The results comprise one or more indications of
security status for one or more of the flows emanating from
the selected data flow seeds. At least the deriving, selecting,
and performing are performed using a static analysis of the
program. Apparatus and program products are also disclosed.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE SEVERAL
VIEWS OF THE DRAWINGS

FIG. 1 is a block diagram of an example of a system
suitable for performing the exemplary embodiments herein;
FIG. 2A is a snippet of a program used as an example;

FIG. 2B is a modified version of the snippet of the program
in FIG. 2A;

FIGS. 3 and 4 are logic flow diagrams for progressive static
security analysis, and illustrate the operation of an exemplary
method, a result of execution of computer program instruc-
tions embodied on a computer readable memory, and/or func-
tions performed by logic implemented in hardware, in accor-
dance with exemplary embodiments;

FIGS. 5A, 5B, and 5C are examples of presentation of
security analysis results on a user interface: and

FIG. 6 is a logic flow diagram for progressive static secu-
rity analysis, and illustrates the operation of an exemplary
method, a result of execution of computer program instruc-
tions embodied on a computer readable memory, and/or func-
tions performed by logic implemented in hardware, in accor-
dance with exemplary embodiments.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

As stated above, there are problems with static security
analysis. Additional description of problems is now pre-
sented.

One exemplary problem is that in each scan, the static
security analysis considers the entire program scope from
scratch. This creates a lot of redundancy—and thus wasted
analysis work, resulting in slow response time—especially if
the code changes between two consecutive scans are rela-
tively minor. This is often the case if the analysis is integrated
into the development lifecycle, running, e.g., each time a
commit is attempted. Regarding the term “commit”, this ter-
minology is used in the context of a distributed development
environment. A commit is the act of publishing local changes
to a main repository.

Several attempts have been made to solve the redundancy
problem. These are collectively known as the problem of
incremental analysis. The main limitation of traditional incre-
mental-analysis techniques is that security analysis is mod-
eled as a graph reachability problem, searching (as described
above) for flows from source statements reading (untrusted)
user input to sink statements performing security-sensitive
operations, which requires reasoning about the transitive
influence of source statements.

Thus, local code changes may have global effects, which
seriously limit the ability to rescan the subject program effi-
ciently given even a small number of code changes. The only
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known solution is a technique where the static security analy-
sis breaks the subject scope into bounded neighborhoods
surrounding source statements. This enables efficiency, but
sacrifices the soundness of the analysis. Soundness means
that there are no false negatives (i.e., missed vulnerabilities).

By contrast, the exemplary embodiments herein propose a
novel variant of incremental static security analysis, which is
referred to as progressive analysis herein. In an exemplary
embodiment, a main idea is to rescan a program each time
from scratch, similarly to the naive approach, but the analysis
diverges from the naive approach by prioritizing the propa-
gation of data-flow facts, such that new findings will be
reported (e.g., earlier or later relative to old findings) during
the scan, enabling fluent and efficient tracking of the security
status of the program during its development. Data-flow facts
are pieces of information that are followed from seeds (e.g.,
statements corresponding to sources), through flows, to sinks
that use the data flow facts. The data-flow facts may be modi-
fied during this process.

Referring to FIG. 1, this figure provides an overview of a
computing system 100 suitable for use with exemplary
embodiments herein. The computing system 100 comprises
one or more memories 145, one or more processors 110, one
or more I/O interfaces 120, and one or more wired or wireless
network interfaces 130. Alternatively or in addition to the one
or more processors 110, the computing system 100 may com-
prise circuitry 115. The computing system 100 is coupled to
orincludes one or more displays 176 and one or more external
device(s) 190. In one example, an IDE (integrated develop-
ment environment) 155 provides a program 107 and a change
oracle 117 in the one or more memories 345. The one or more
memories 345 also include a set of program changes 118,
security analysis results 157, and a security analysis tool 140
that includes a static analysis tool 150. The static analysis tool
150 includes a progressive security analysis tool 170. The
security analysis tool 140, in an exemplary embodiment, is
implemented computer-readable program code that is execut-
able by the one or more processors 110 to cause the comput-
ing system 100 to perform one or more of the operations
described herein. In another example, the operations may also
be performed, in part or completely, by circuitry 115 that
implements logic to carry out the operations. The circuitry
115 may be implemented as part of the one or more proces-
sors 110 or may be separate from the one or more processors
110. The processors 110 may be any processing units, such as
digital signal processors and/or single-core or multi-core gen-
eral purpose processors. The circuitry 115 may be any elec-
tronic circuit such as an application specific integrated circuit
or programmable logic. The memories 145 may comprise
non-volatile and/or volatile RAM (random access memory),
cache memory, NAND-based flash memory, long term stor-
age (e.g., hard drive), and/or read only memory. The one or
more /O interfaces 120 may include interfaces through
which a user may interact with the computing system 100.
The display(s) 376 may be a touchscreen, flatscreen, monitor,
television, projector, as examples.

A user interacts with the security analysis tool 140 through
the U1 180 on the display 175 in an exemplary embodiment or
through the network interface(s) 130 in another non-limiting
embodiment. The external device(s) 190 enable a user to
interact in one exemplary embodiment with the computing
system 135 and may include a mouse, trackball, keyboard,
and the like. The network interfaces 130 may be wired or
wireless and may implement a number of protocols, such as
cellular or local area network protocols. The elements in
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4

computing system 100 may be interconnected through any
technology, such as buses, traces on a board, interconnects on
semiconductors, and the like.

In this example, the security analysis tool 140 includes a
static analysis tool 150 that performs the static analyses
operations (e.g., static analysis 301 described below in refer-
ence to FIGS. 3, 4, and 6). As an example, the static analysis
tool 150 includes a progressive security analysis tool 170 that
performs progressive static security analysis as described
below. It is noted that the separation into static analysis tool
150 and progressive security analysis tool 170 is merely
exemplary and for ease of description. Instead of this sce-
nario, there could be simply a static analysis tool 150. Fur-
thermore, there does not have to be a security analysis tool
140 (e.g., which could perform other analyses, such as run-
time analyses) and a static analysis tool 150; instead, there
could be only a static analysis tool 150.

In the example of FIG. 1, a user interacts with the IDE 155
and modifies the program 107. The change oracle 117 deter-
mines the user has modified program 107 and notifies the
security analysis tool 140, e.g., via the progressive security
analysis tool 170, of a set of program changes 118. The
progressive security analysis tool then performs operations,
as described in FIG. 3, using the set of program changes 118.

In another example, as illustrated in FIG. 4, the IDE 155 is
not used and the progressive security analysis tool 170 com-
pares the program 107 with a modified program 108 to create
the set of program changes 118. The progressive security
analysis tool then performs operations, as described in F1G. 4,
using the set of program changes 118.

FIGS. 2A and 2B are used to illustrate an exemplary
approach for progressive security analysis. FIG. 2A shows a
snippet 200 of a program 107. FIG. 2B shows a snippet 220
after modifications have been made to the snippet 200.
Depending on implementation, both snippets 200, 220 would
be part of program 107, or snippet 200 would be part of
program 107 and snippet 220 would be part of modified
program 108. A comparison of the two snippets 200, 220
would determine that set of program changes 230 includes
statements 210-3,210-4, and 210-5. The comparison could be
a simple line-by-line analysis that finds new statements or
could be more complex, such as an analysis that finds moved
sections of statements. For an IDE 155, the IDE 155 will
“know”, e.g., via the change oracle 117, that a user had made
achangeto the program 107, such as by monitoring additions,
deletions, and movement of instructions.

Regarding snippet 200, this includes two statements 210-1
and 210-2. Snippet 200 contains a single vulnerability, due to
the flow of the user-provided name value (from “name” input
into the source, Src, request.getParameter) into a security-
sensitive operation illustrated as a write operation in a sink,
Sink. The response.get Writer( ).write(name) operation ren-
ders the value to a response HTML (hyptertext markup lan-
guage). Thatis, the value in the string variable name is written
into HTML.

FIG. 2A illustrates a simple flow 240-1 from statement
210-1 to statement 210-2. In terms of a call graph, this would
be from the source request.getParamneter(“name”) to the
sink response.getWriter( ). write(name).

In an exemplary approach herein, after the initial scan and
code change inserting the second set of statements 210-3,
210-4 and 210-5 (see FIG. 2B), the analysis explores the code
in a way that biases new data-flow paths. This, in an exem-
plary embodiment, gives priority to the second seeding state-
ment (request.getParameter(“operation”)), defining opera-
tion, over the first seeding statement defining name
(request.getParameter(*“name”).
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Similarly, the data-flow transition passing the value of the
string variable operation into the second sink statement (state-
ment 210-5) is prioritized over propagation steps (instruc-
tions 210-1, 210-4 and 210-2) involving the string variable
name. FIG. 2B illustrates two simple flows 240-2 from state-
ment 210-1 to statement 210-4 and then to statement 210-2. In
terms of a call graph, this would be from the source request-
.getParameter(“name”) to the sanitizer sanitize(name) and
then to the sink response.get Writer( ).write(name). Another
simple flow 240-3 is from statement 210-3 to statement 210-
5. In terms of a call graph, this would be from the source
request.getParameter(“operation™) to the sink response.get-
Writer( ).write(operation).

After the vulnerability related to the string operation (in
statement 210-5) is discovered and reported to the user, the
analysis returns to the string variable name, and finds that
there is no longer a vulnerability caused by this value, because
a sanitization step (in statement 210-4) has been introduced.
Compare the original flow 240-1 with the modified flow 240-
2. This type of biasing of the data flow analysis places empha-
sis on new flows 240 added to the program 107 via new
statements 210. A user might use this type of biasing to
determine whether newly added statements 210 are free from
possible security violations.

Note that the prioritization may be reversed, such that the
propagation steps (instructions 210-1, 210-4 and 210-2)
involving the string variable name are prioritized over the
data-flow transition passing the value of the string variable
operation into the second sink statement (statement 210-5).
This type of biasing of the data flow analysis places emphasis
on old flows previously in the program 107 but possibly
modified via new statements 210. A user might use this type
of'biasing to determine whether newly added statements 210
correct possible security violations in the “old” program 107.

For the user, the experience is quite smooth: Instead of
waiting for the entire analysis to complete, asynchronous
results are reported incrementally, and those related to recent
code changes (or to code changes for what is primarily old
code) are the first to arrive.

Referring to FIG. 3, this figure is a logic flow diagram for
progressive static security analysis for an example using an
IDE 155. FIG. 3 further illustrates the operation of an exem-
plary method, a result of execution of computer program
instructions embodied on a computer readable memory, and/
or functions performed by logic implemented in hardware, in
accordance with an exemplary embodiment. The static analy-
sis 301 in FIG. 3 is assumed to be performed by the static
analysis tool 150 and primarily by the progressive security
analysis tool 170.

In block 305, the static analysis tool 150 applies an initial
program analysis to program p 107. The static analysis tool
150 determines an initial data flow solution 307 for p, which
may include a set of data flow seeds 308 and other items such
as a call graph. It should be noted that data flow seeds corre-
spond to statements for sources and in FIG. 2A for instance
the data flow seed is the statement 210-1. In block 310, the
oracle o 117 determines that changes have been made to the
program p 107, outputs a set of program changes 312, and
communicates a change notification, e.g., to the static analy-
sis tool 150. Typically, the oracle o 117 tracks any changes to
the program p 107 made by a user, such as additions, dele-
tions, and movement of instructions.

In response (block 315) for the change notification
received from oracle o 117, the static analysis tool 150 com-
putes (block 320) an impact of the code changes on the data
flow solution 307 and creates a modified data flow solution
322 for the modified program p 107. For instance, a revised
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version of a call graph could be part of the modified data flow
solution 322. The static analysis tool 150 uses both the initial
data flow solution 307 and the set of program changes 312. In
block 325, the progressive security analysis tool 170 derives
the data flow seeds affected by the code changes and creates
the set of affected data flow seeds 326. In the example of FIG.
2B, the data flow seed 326 corresponds to the statement
210-3. It is noted that element 326 may also include an indi-
cation of flows that are affected by the code changes but do
not have seeds affected by code changes. For instance, the
flow 240-2 shown in FIG. 2B does not have a seed (i.e.,
corresponding to statement 210-1) that is affected by code
changes, but does have a flow that is affected by code changes,
as the flow 240-2 now proceeds through statement 210-4,
which is a modified code portion.

In block 330, the progressive security analysis tool 170
biases the data flow analysis based on the seeds affected by
the code changes. In the example of block 335, a user is
prompted to select whether the analysis should be biased in
favor of new seeds (block 350) or in favor of old seeds (block
355) and the selection of blocks 350 or 355 is performed
responsive to the response of the user. In the other example of
block 340, the bias is preset to one of block 350 or 355. For
instance, the progressive security analysis tool 170 could be
programmed to select one block.

Block 350 is an example where the new seeds in the set of
affected data flow seeds 326 will be selected first, and block
355 is an example where the old seeds not in the set of affected
data flow seeds 326 but having flows that are affected by the
code changes will be selected first. In block 360, the progres-
sive security analysis tool 170 performs a security analysis
based on the selected seeds and outputs the results in block
365 (e.g., to a memory 145 and/or to a Ul 180) as security
analysis results 367 (e.g., as part of security analysis results
157 of FIG. 1). The static security analysis in block 360 can
use security rules, r, 361 as these rules are described above. It
is noted the security analysis includes a data flow analysis that
starts at the selected seeds.

It is possible for the flow in FIG. 3 to end at this point. For
instance, if it is determined (e.g., by the progressive security
analysis tool 170) that an analysis should not be performed for
the unselected (i.e., other) seeds (block 370=No), the flow
ends in block 385. It is also possible for the flow to continue
such that an analysis is performed using the unselected seeds
(block 370=Yes). Then, flow proceeds to block 375, where
the progressive security analysis tool 170 performs an analy-
sis using previously unselected seeds and outputs the results
382 (e.g., as part of security analysis results 157 of FIG. 1) in
block 380 (e.g., to memory 145 and/or to a U1 180) as security
analysis results 383. The analysis in block 375 should be a
continuation of the analysis in block 360 (e.g., the results
from the analysis in block 360 would be applied to the analy-
sis in block 375). For instance, the same method might be
used in both analyses in blocks 360 and 375, and any analysis
based on that method performed for block 360 could be used
for block 375. As an example, a mapping from input(s) to
output(s) for methods is created so that each time the method
is seen, the mapping is only created once. The mapping cre-
ated in block 360 could be used in block 375. Alternatively,
the analysis performed in block 375 could use none of the
analysis from block 360.

Note that as shown in block 390, the analysis in block 375
may also include performing an analysis for the rest of seeds
(which are those seeds not affected by code changes and not
having flows affected by code changes). The performance of
block 390 may be performed (or not performed) responsive to
user input.
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Whether to perform or not to perform the additional analy-
sis using the previously unselected seeds may be determined
by having a user select (block 371) between two options (one
option to perform and one option not to perform the additional
analysis using the previously unselected seeds) or via a preset
(block 372) that chooses whether to perform or not to perform
the additional analysis using the previously unselected seeds.
Regarding the preset in block 372, this could be implemented
in a variety of ways. The progressive security analysis tool
170 could be programmed to perform both analyses of blocks
350 and 355, performing block 350 first then performing
block 355 (by performing block 375). In another example, a
user could indicate that analyses using both blocks 350 and
355 will be performed until this preset is reset. Conversely, a
user could indicate that only block 355 is to be performed
(e.g., until there are no indicated security violations) or could
indicate that only block 350 is to be performed (e.g., until
there are no indicated security violations).

It is noted that reference 301 indicates that every block is
part of the static analysis performed using a program. How-
ever, depending on implementation, this may not be the case.
For instance, block 310 may be performed separately from a
static analysis of a program. That is, block 305 may be per-
formed at one point, and a user could make multiple modifi-
cations to the program p 107 over, e.g., several days. Block
310 could be performed, e.g., in response to an action by a
user, such as by having the user select to perform a static
analysis of the now modified program p 107. Blocks 315 and
on then perform a static analysis of the modified program p
107.

It should be further noted that the outputting blocks 365
and 380 may be performed at least in part by outputting data
over a network interface 130. As an example, the computing
system 100 could be a server that performs the analysis in
FIG. 3 (or FIG. 4) and the results 367, 382 are communicated
to a user via a network. Furthermore, the outputting opera-
tions in blocks 365 and 380 may not technically be performed
using a static analysis of the program p 107. That is, the static
analysis of the program could be considered to be over when
the results are output.

Turning to FIG. 4, this figure is a logic flow diagram for
progressive static security analysis for an example without
using an IDE 155. FIG. 4 further illustrates the operation of an
exemplary method, a result of execution of computer program
instructions embodied on a computer readable memory, and/
or functions performed by logic implemented in hardware, in
accordance with an exemplary embodiment. The static analy-
sis 301 in FIG. 4 is assumed to be performed by the static
analysis tool 150 and primarily by the progressive security
analysis tool 170. Most of the blocks in FIG. 4 have been
described and only the differences between FIGS. 4 and 3 are
described herein.

Since there is no change oracle 117 to monitor changes to
the program p 107, the progressive security analysis tool 170
is used in block 410 to compare a modified program p' 108
with the original program p 107 to determine the set of
changes 312 that occur due to code changes to the original
program p 107. Inblock 410, the progressive security analysis
tool 170 determines changes have been made, outputs set of
program changes 312, and communicates a change notifica-
tion, e.g., to the static analysis tool 150. In response (block
415) to the change notification, the rest of the flow beginning
at block 325 in FIG. 4 (and FIG. 3) is performed.

FIGS. 5A, 5B, and 5C are examples of presentation of
security analysis results on a user interface. These examples
specifically present security status for various flows and use
the code snippet 220 of FIG. 2B. Turning to FIG. 5A, an
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example is shown presentation of security analysis results on
auser interface 180. For this example, block 355 is performed
to select the seeds not affected by the code changes and in
block 370, another analysis is not performed using the other
seeds, which in this case are the seeds affected by the code
changes. That is block 370=No, and the flow ends in block
385. Thus, the statement 210-1 is a seed for the source
request.getParameter(“name”), and statements 210-4 and
210-2 are analyzed as part of a flow 240-2. The progressive
security analysis tool 170 indicates that, using original data
flow seeds, the flow from request.getParameter(‘“name”
(e.g., atline X) to response.getWrite( ). write(“name”) (e.g., at
line Y) is sanitized by sanitize(name) (e.g., at line Y-1).
Another option indicating security status of the seeds not
affected by the code changes but having flows affected by
codes changes is shown as “No security violations found”.
Such option may be used for any indications herein.

For FIG. 5B, an example is shown presentation of security
analysis results on a user interface 180. For this example,
block 350 is performed to select the seeds affected by the code
changes and in block 370, another analysis is not performed
using the other seeds, which in this case are the seeds not
affected by the code changes. That is block 370=No, and the
flow ends in block 385. Thus, the statement 210-3 is a seed for
the source request.getParameter(“operation”), and the state-
ment 210-5 is analyzed as part of a flow 240-3. The progres-
sive security analysis tool 170 indicates that, using new data
flow seeds, the flow from request.getParameter(“operation™)
(e.g., line X+1) to response.getWrite( ).write(“operation™)
(e.g., line Y+1) is not sanitized and is a possible security
violation.

FIG. 5C is an example where block 350 is performed and
the seeds affected by the code changes are selected. Addition-
ally, block 370=Yes and another analysis is performed for the
seeds not previously selected (which are the seeds not
affected by the code changes but having flows affected by
code changes in this example). This examples shows the user
was presented with text stating “Perform additional analysis
using original data flow seeds?” and the user selected the
choice “Yes” from button 510 and did not select the choice
“No” from button 515. This simple example shows that once
the user selects “Yes” using the button 510, the results are
presented in the same UI. Note that another set of buttons
could be used to also request from the user whether an analy-
sis should be performed for the old seeds (those seeds not
newly added in code changes or not having flows modified via
code changes), and results for that analysis may be indicated
should the user request the analysis be performed.

FIGS. 5A, 5B, and 5C are directed to indications of sani-
tization. However, other types of downgrading, such as
endorsement may also be used.

There may be instances where a user has modified a sub-
program of a larger program, as is typical for updates to a
large program. For instance, perhaps the user modifies a
method of an object that is used in one sub-program. Instead
of performing a security analysis for the entire program, the
user could choose to limit the security analysis to that sub-
program. FIG. 6 illustrates this concept. FIG. 6 is a logic flow
diagram for progressive static security analysis. FIG. 6 illus-
trates the operation of an exemplary method, a result of
execution of computer program instructions embodied on a
computer readable memory, and/or functions performed by
logic implemented in hardware, in accordance with an exem-
plary embodiment. Most of the blocks in FIG. 6 have already
been described, so only the differences are herein described.

In this example, in block 610, the progressive security
analysis tool 170 (e.g., or the static analysis tool 150) allows
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the user to select one or more sub-programs to analyze, and
the program p 107 has multiple sub-programs. The selected
sub-programs are assumed to contain modified code. In block
625, the progressive security analysis tool 170 derives the
data flow seeds affected by the code changes, taking into
account the sub-program(s) selected by the user, in order to
create a set of affected data flow seeds 326 that includes the
affected data flow seeds for the sub-programs. In block 630,
the biasing is adjusted also using the selected one or more
sub-programs, such that in block 650 the seeds selected are
those affected by the code changes and the selected sub-
programs, and in block 655 the seeds selected are those not
affected by the code changes but having flows affected by the
code changes and not affected by the selected sub-programs.
That is, if there are code changes that do not occur in the
sub-programs, these code changes are put in block 655. Note
that block 655 allows a user to select “known secure” sub-
programs and analyze the sub-programs that might not be
secure. Inblock 670, it is determined whether a static security
analysis is to be performed using other seeds and other sub-
programs. If so, block 375 is performed using seeds for both
code changes and the other sub-programs and the seeds cor-
responding to the original program. Note that the flow in FIG.
6 may also perform an analysis using seeds for both code
changes and the other sub-programs but not the seeds corre-
sponding to the original program.

From an implementation perspective, there are existing
data-flow analysis frameworks (such as IBM’s WALA librar-
ies, which is used by comnmercial IBM products) featuring
data-flow analyses with levels of indirection for controlling
the scheduling of propagation steps. Implementing the
examples above within such a framework is relatively
straightforward.

As will be appreciated by one skilled in the art, aspects of
the present invention may be embodied as a system, method
or computer program product. Accordingly, aspects of the
present invention may take the form of an entirely hardware
embodiment, an entirely software embodiment (including
firmware, resident software, micro-code, etc.) or an embodi-
ment combining software and hardware aspects that may all
generally be referred to herein as a “circuit,” “module” or
“system.” Furthermore, aspects of the present invention may
take the form of a computer program product embodied in one
or more computer readable medium(s) having computer read-
able program code embodied thereon.

Any combination of one or more computer readable medi-
um(s) may be utilized. The computer readable medium may
be a computer readable signal medium or a computer read-
able storage medium. A computer readable storage medium
may be, for example, but not limited to, an electronic, mag-
netic, optical, electromagnetic, infrared, or semiconductor
system, apparatus, or device, or any suitable combination of
the foregoing. More specific examples (a non-exhaustive list)
of the computer readable storage medium would include the
following: an electrical connection having one or more wires,
a portable computer diskette, a hard disk, a random access
memory (RAM), a read-only memory (ROM), an erasable
programmable read-only memory (EPROM or Flash
memory), an optical fiber, a portable compact disc read-only
memory (CD-ROM), an optical storage device, a magnetic
storage device, or any suitable combination of the foregoing.
In the context of this document, a computer readable storage
medium may be any tangible medium that can contain, or
store a program for use by or in connection with an instruction
execution system, apparatus, or device. A computer readable
storage medium does not include a propagating wave.
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A computer readable signal medium may include a propa-
gated data signal with computer readable program code
embodied therein, for example, in baseband or as part of a
carrier wave. Such a propagated signal may take any of a
variety of forms, including, but not limited to, electro-mag-
netic, optical, or any suitable combination thereof. A com-
puter readable signal medium may be any computer readable
medium that is not a computer readable storage medium and
that can communicate, propagate, or transport a program for
use by or in connection with an instruction execution system,
apparatus, or device.

Program code embodied on a computer readable medium
may be transmitted using any appropriate medium, including
but not limited to wireless, wireline, optical fiber cable, RF,
etc., or any suitable combination of the foregoing.

Computer program code for carrying out operations for
aspects of the present invention may be written in any com-
bination of one or more programming languages, including
an object oriented programming language such as Java,
Smalltalk, C++ or the like and conventional procedural pro-
gramming languages, such as the “C” programming language
or similar programming languages. The program code may
execute entirely on the user’s computer, partly on the user’s
computer, as a stand-alone software package, partly on the
user’s computer and partly on a remote computer or entirely
on the remote computer or server. In the latter scenario, the
remote computer may be connected to the user’s computer
through any type of network, including a local area network
(LAN) or a wide area network (WAN), or the connection may
be made to an external computer (for example, through the
Internet using an Internet Service Provider).

Aspects of the present invention are described above with
reference to flowchart illustrations and/or block diagrams of
methods, apparatus (systems) and computer program prod-
ucts according to embodiments of the invention. It will be
understood that each block of the flowchart illustrations and/
or block diagrams, and combinations of blocks in the flow-
chart illustrations and/or block diagrams, can be imple-
mented by computer program instructions. These computer
program instructions may be provided to a processor of a
general purpose computer, special purpose computer, or other
programmable data processing apparatus to produce a
machine, such that the instructions, which execute via the
processor of the computer or other programmable data pro-
cessing apparatus, create means for implementing the func-
tions/acts specified in the flowchart and/or block diagram
block or blocks.

These computer program instructions may also be stored in
a computer readable medium that can direct a computer, other
programmable data processing apparatus, or other devices to
function in a particular manner, such that the instructions
stored in the computer readable medium produce an article of
manufacture including instructions which implement the
function/act specified in the flowchart and/or block diagram
block or blocks.

The computer program instructions may also be loaded
onto a computer, other programmable data processing appa-
ratus, or other devices to cause a series of operational steps to
be performed on the computer, other programmable appara-
tus or other devices to produce a computer implemented
process such that the instructions which execute on the com-
puter or other programmable apparatus provide processes for
implementing the functions/acts specified in the flowchart
and/or block diagram block or blocks.

The terminology used herein is for the purpose of describ-
ing particular embodiments only and is not intended to be
limiting of the invention. As used herein, the singular forms
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a”, “an” and “the” are intended to include the plural forms as
well, unless the context clearly indicates otherwise. It will be
further understood that the terms “comprises” and/or “com-
prising,” when used in this specification, specify the presence
of stated features, integers, steps, operations, elements, and/
or components, but do not preclude the presence or addition
of one or more other features, integers, steps, operations,
elements, components, and/or groups thereof.

The corresponding structures, materials, acts, and equiva-
lents of all means or step plus function elements in the claims
below are intended to include any structure, material, or act
for performing the function in combination with other
claimed elements as specifically claimed. The description of
the present invention has been presented for purposes of
illustration and description, but is not intended to be exhaus-
tive or limited to the invention in the form disclosed. Many
modifications and variations will be apparent to those of
ordinary skill in the art without departing from the scope and
spirit of the invention. The embodiment was chosen and
described in order to best explain the principles of the inven-
tion and the practical application, and to enable others of
ordinary skill in the art to understand the invention for various
embodiments with various modifications as are suited to the
particular use contemplated.

What is claimed is:

1. An apparatus, comprising:

one or more memories comprising computer-readable

code;

one or more processors,

wherein the one or more processors are configured, in

response to execution of the computer-readable code, to
cause the apparatus to perform the following:
determining modifications have been made to a program;
deriving data flow seeds that are affected by the modifica-
tions;
selecting one of the data flow seeds that are affected by the
modifications or data flow seeds that are not affected by
the modifications but that are part of flows that are
affected by the modifications;

performing a security analysis on the program, wherein the

security analysis comprises tracking flows emanating
from the selected data flow seeds to sinks terminating the
flows; and

outputting results of the security analysis, wherein the

results comprise one or more indications of security
status for one or more of the flows emanating from the
selected data flow seeds,

wherein at least the deriving, selecting, and performing are

performed using a static analysis of the program.

2. The apparatus of claim 1, wherein:

selecting comprises selecting the data flow seeds that are

affected by the modifications;

performing comprises performing the security analysis on

the program to track flows emanating from the data flow
seeds that are affected by the modifications to sinks
terminating the flows; and

outputting further comprises outputting results comprising

one or more indications of security status for one or more
of'the flows emanating from the data flow seeds that are
affected by the modifications.

3. The apparatus of claim 2, wherein the one or more
processors are further configured, in response to execution of
the computer-readable code, to cause the apparatus to per-
form, after outputting results of the security analysis, the
following:
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selecting the data flow seeds that are not affected by the
modifications but that are part of flows that are affected
by the modifications;

performing the security analysis on the program to track

flows emanating from the data flow seeds that are not
affected by the modifications but that are part of flows
that are affected by the modifications; and

outputting results comprising one or more indications of

security status for one or more flows corresponding to
the data flow seeds that are not affected by the modifi-
cations but that are part of flows that are affected by the
modifications.

4. The apparatus of claim 3, wherein the one or more
processors are further configured, in response to execution of
the computer-readable code, to cause the apparatus to per-
form, after outputting results comprising one or more indica-
tions of security status for one or more flows corresponding to
the data flow seeds that are not affected by the modifications
but that are part of flows that are aftected by the modifications,
the following:

selecting the data flow seeds that are not affected by the

modifications and that are not part of flows that are
affected by the modifications;
performing the security analysis on the program to track
flows emanating from the data flow seeds that are not
affected by the modifications and that are not part of
flows that are affected by the modifications; and

outputting results comprising one or more indications of
security status for one or more flows corresponding to
the data flow seeds that are not affected by the modifi-
cations and that are not part of flows that are affected by
the modifications.
5. The apparatus of claim 1, wherein:
selecting comprises selecting the data flow seeds that are
not affected by the modifications but that are part of
flows that are affected by the modifications;

performing comprises performing the security analysis on
the program to track flows emanating from the data flow
seeds that are not affected by the modifications but that
are part of flows that are affected by the modifications to
sinks terminating the flows; and
outputting further comprises outputting results comprising
one or more indications of security status for one or more
of the flows emanating from the data flow seeds that are
not affected by the modifications but that are part of
flows that are affected by the modifications.
6. The apparatus of claim 5, wherein the one or more
processors are further configured, in response to execution of
the computer-readable code, to cause the apparatus to per-
form the following: prior to determining modifications have
been made to the program, performing an initial analysis to
the program to determine the data flow seeds that are not
affected by the modifications.
7. The apparatus of claim 1, wherein the one or more
processors are further configured, in response to execution of
the computer-readable code, to cause the apparatus to per-
form the following by using a static analysis of the program:
selecting another one of the data flow seeds that are
affected by the modifications or data flow seeds that are
not affected by the modifications but that are part of
flows that are affected by the modifications;

performing a security analysis on the program, wherein the
security analysis comprises tracking flows emanating
from the selected other data flow seeds to sinks termi-
nating the flows; and

outputting results of the subsequent security analysis,

wherein the results comprise one or more indications of
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security status for one or more of the flows emanating
from the selected other data flow seeds.

8. The apparatus of claim 1, wherein:

the one or more processors are further configured, in

response to execution of the computer-readable code, to
cause the apparatus to perform the following: allowing a
user to select one or more sub-programs of the program,
wherein the one or more subprograms comprise modi-
fications to the program; and

selecting further comprises selecting one of the data flow

seeds that are affected by the modifications and that are
affected by the selected sub-programs or data flow seeds
that are not affected by the modifications but that are part
of flows that are affected by the modifications and that
are not affected by the selected sub-programs.

9. The apparatus of claim 1, wherein selecting one of the
data flow seeds that are affected by the modifications or data
flow seeds that are not affected by the modifications but that
are part of flows that are affected by the modifications further
comprises prompting a user to select whether an analysis
should be biased in favor of seeds aftected by modifications or
in favor of seeds not affected by modifications but that are part
of flows that are affected by the modifications and, responsive
to auser selection, selecting the one ofthe data flow seeds that
are affected by the modifications or the data flow seeds that
are not affected by the modifications but that are part of flows
that are affected by the modifications.

10. The apparatus of claim 1, wherein each data flow seed
corresponds to a statement in the program reading untrusted
user input.

11. A computer program product comprising a computer
readable storage medium having program code embodied
therewith, the program code executable by a computing sys-
tem causing the computing system to perform:

determining modifications have been made to a program;

deriving data flow seeds that are affected by the modifica-

tions;

selecting one of the data flow seeds that are affected by the

modifications or data flow seeds that are not affected by
the modifications but that are part of flows that are
affected by the modifications;

performing a security analysis on the program, wherein the

security analysis comprises tracking flows emanating
from the selected data flow seeds to sinks terminating the
flows; and

outputting results of the security analysis, wherein the

results comprise one or more indications of security
status for one or more of the flows emanating from the
selected data flow seeds,

wherein at least the deriving, selecting, and performing are

performed using a static analysis of the program.

12. The computer program product of claim 11, wherein;

selecting comprises selecting the data flow seeds that are

affected by the modifications;

performing comprises performing the security analysis
on the program to track flows emanating from the data
flow seeds that are affected by the modifications to
sinks terminating the flows; and

outputting further comprises outputting results compris-
ing one or more indications of security status for one
or more of the flows emanating from the data flow
seeds that are affected by the modifications.

13. The computer program product of claim 12, wherein
the program code executable by a computing system further
causing the computing system to perform, after outputting
results of the security analysis:
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selecting the data flow seeds that are not affected by the
modifications but that are part of flows that are affected
by the modifications;

performing the security analysis on the program to track

flows emanating from the data flow seeds that are not
affected by the modifications but that are part of flows
that are affected by the modifications; and

outputting results comprising one or more indications of

security status for one or more flows corresponding to
the data flow seeds that are not affected by the modifi-
cations but that are part of flows that are affected by the
modifications.

14. The computer program product of claim 13, wherein
the program code executable by a computing system further
causing the computing system to perform, after outputting
results comprising one or more indications of security status
for one or more flows corresponding to the data flow seeds
that are not affected by the modifications but that are part of
flows that are affected by the modifications:

selecting the data flow seeds that are not affected by the

modifications and that are not part of flows that are
affected by the modifications;
performing the security analysis on the program to track
flows emanating from the data flow seeds that are not
affected by the modifications and that are not part of
flows that are affected by the modifications; and

outputting results comprising one or more indications of
security status for one or more flows corresponding to
the data flow seeds that are not affected by the modifi-
cations and that are not part of flows that are affected by
the modifications.
15. The computer program product of claim 11, wherein:
selecting comprises selecting the data flow seeds that are
not affected by the modifications but that are part of
flows that are affected by the modifications;

performing comprises performing the security analysis on
the program to track flows emanating from the data flow
seeds that are not affected by the modifications but that
are part of flows that are affected by the modifications to
sinks terminating the flows; and
outputting further comprises outputting results comprising
one or more indications of security status for one or more
of the flows emanating from the data flow seeds that are
not affected by the modifications but that are part of
flows that are affected by the modifications.
16. The computer program product of claim 15, wherein
the program code executable by a computing system further
causing the computing system to perform, prior to determin-
ing modifications have been made to the program, performing
an initial analysis to the program to determine the data flow
seeds that are not affected by the modifications.
17. The computer program product of claim 11, wherein
the program code executable by a computing system further
causing the computing system to perform by a static analysis
of the program:
selecting another one of the data flow seeds that are
affected by the modifications or data flow seeds that are
not affected by the modifications but that are past of
flows that are affected by the modifications;

performing a security analysis on the program, wherein the
security analysis comprises tracking flows emanating
from the selected other data flow seeds to sinks termi-
nating the flows; and

outputting results of the subsequent security analysis,

wherein the results comprise one or more indications of
security status for one or more of the flows emanating
from the selected other data flow seeds.
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18. The computer program product of claim 11, wherein:
the program code executable by a computing system fur-
ther causing the computing system to perform: allowing
a user to select one or more sub-programs of the pro-
gram, wherein the one or more subprograms comprise 5
modifications to the program; and

selecting further comprises selecting one of the data flow

seeds that are affected by the modifications and that are
affected by the selected sub-programs or data flow seeds
that are not affected by the modifications but that are part 10
of flows that are affected by the modifications and that
are not affected by the selected sub-programs.

19. The computer program product of claim 11, wherein
selecting one of the data flow seeds that are affected by the
modifications or data flow seeds that are not affected by the 15
modifications but that are part of flows that are affected by the
modifications further comprises prompting a user to select
whether an analysis should be biased in favor of seeds
affected by modifications or in favor of seeds not affected by
modifications but that are part of flows that are affected by the 20
modifications and, responsive to a user selection, selecting
the one of the data flow seeds that are affected by the modi-
fications or the data flow seeds that are not affected by the
modifications but that are part of flows that are affected by the
modifications. 25

20. The computer program product of claim 11, wherein
each data flow seed corresponds to a statement in the program
reading trusted user input.
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